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BEFURE THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL

BANGAHDRE BENCH, BANGALCRE

DATED THIS ITHE 6th DAY OF JANUARY 1987

\
Present : Hon'ble Shri Ch.RAMAKRISHNA RAC MEMBER (D)

Hon'ble Shri L .H.A.REGD MEMBER(A)
|

APPLICATION N0.974/86(T)
|
|

KoV ,Subramanyam,

Extra Delivery Sub Posthastar,

Kencharlahalli VYillace,

Chintamani Taluk, |

Kolar District. \ eee APPLICANT

( Shri Subbarao | vee Advocate )

|
u . ‘

|

The Postmaster Generalﬂ
larnataka Circle,
Bangalores = 1, |
|
The Senicr Supdt. of Post Offices,
Kolar Division, ‘
Kolar,. |
Vsnkatarathnaiah,
R/a Kencharlahalli Village,
Chintamani Taluk, ‘
Kolar District. | ese RESPONDENTS
( shri Mm.S.Padmarajaiah ees Advocate )

|

|
This application has come up before the court
today. Honlble Shri ?h.ﬁamakrisnna Rao, Member{l) made the

following ¢ |
|

|

|

This application was initially filed in the

|
High Court of karnatﬂka and subsequently transferred to this Tri-

CRDEER

bunal. It was postad for hearinc on 12.12.,86 when Sri E.Subba

=

Rao, Advocate and Sri M.S.Padmarajaish, Senior C.G.5.C., were
|
pressnt for the appl%cant and the respondents respectively. The

case was adjourned to 6.1.87 when none appeared for the applicant

|
nor was the applicant present in person. Sri M.S.Padmarajaiah

appeared for the regpondents. After waiting for some time, uwe

decided to hear thegpplication ex=-parte.

WA~ |
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2, The facts oiving rise to this application @e as

- follows: The applicant was working as Extra Departmental Sub

Post Master (EDSP*) at Kencharlahalli Extra Delivery Sub Post
Office, 0On the date the application was filed he had put in 2}
years service. 0On 12.5.81 applications were invited by the Senior
Superintendent of Post Offices, Kolar(R2) from elicible candidates
for the permanent post of EDSPM at Kencharlahalli. The applicant
also applied for the post of EDSPM. He came toc know that on®c
Venkatarathnaiah (R3) was on the run %orthepost. The applicant,
therefore, addressed the PostmastersBeneral, Karnataka Circle,
Bangalere (R1, bringing to his notice that the former was already
working in the post for over 2% years; that R3 is not a desirable
person to be appointed as permanent EDSEM because KSRTC, with

whom he was working as a conductor, removed him from service on
the ground of misappropriation., His repraesentation fell on deaf
ears and ultimately R3 was appointed to the permanent post of

EDSPM. Agorieved, the applicant has filed this application.

\

3. Sri M.S.Padmarajaiah, lezrned counssel for the
respondents, submits that the applicant was appointed on regular
basis as Extra Departmental Delivery Agent(EDDA) at Kancharlahalli
EDSPC and later officiated as ZDSPM from 2.5.1981; that he was

not appointzd as QDSPM on recgular basisj that the applicant was
one of the pzrsons,who had applied for the post of permanent

EDSPM in response to the notice issued by R2; that he withdrew

his applicstion vide his letter 6,11.1981 since he could not
secure accommodation for housing the Post 0ffice; that he reguested
for being allowed to continue to hold the post of EDDA; that the
post of EDDA having bsen upgraded as EDSPM, R3 wasselected for
appointment; that KSRTC, to whom the matter was referred regarding

the antecedents of R3, confirmed that he was a badli conductor,
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who was removed on accouLt of unsuitability and as per the regula-
tions of KSRTC, such removal frem service does not debar him from

being appointed to other| posts; that the applicant was only working

as EDSPM in an officiating capacity and as such had no right to

hold the post after the appointment of R3 on a regular basis.

4, We have considered carefully the contents of the

application, the enclosures tharato and the submissions made by

8hri Me54Padmarajaiah, In our view the applicant having withdrawn
his application since he could not fullfil the conditions ﬁres—
cribed for the psrmanent post of E0SPM, he has ng locus standi to
question the appointment of R3 by R2.as LDSPM, The objzction

raised by the applicant for the appoihtment of R3 was negatived

by RZ2, after referring twa matter to KSRTC., In the circumstances,
we find no basis for the grievance of the applicant. R2 uwas,
therefore, justified in Tssuing ths letters dated 22/23.10.82 and

4.71.82,

S. In the recult the application is dismissed. No

order as to costs,

RS
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